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REMARKS 

Claim Rejections 

Claims 1, 4, 6, 13 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S;C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Janssen et al. (US 5,442,414). Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Janssen et al. in view of Kawano et al. (US 
6,698,902). Claims 12,14-16 and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Janssen et al. in view of Peterson (US 6,719,429). 

Amendments to Specification 

Applicant has amended the specification as noted above to cure obvious 
grammatical and idiomatic inaccuracies and to change "asymmetrically curved 
surface" to read -anamorphic surface- and to provide antecedent basis for Figure 
11. It is believed that the foregoing amendments to the specification overcome the 
outstanding objections thereto. No "new matter" has been added to the original 
disclosure by the foregoing amendments to the specification. 

Drawing s 

In the Office Action mailed on June 29, 2005, it is noted that the Examiner 
accepted the formal drawing of Fig.1 1 filed on April 13, 2005. 

It is assumed that formal drawings of Figs. 6A, 6B, 9A and 9B filed August 
2, 2004 were also accepted by the Examiner, since the response filed on August 2, 
2004 included formal drawings of Figs. 6A, 6B, 9A, 9B, and 11 and, in the Office 
Action mailed on December 14, 2004, responding to said response, the Examiner 
only objected to the formal drawing of Fig.1 1. 

Claim Amendments 

By this Amendment, Applicant has canceled claim 8, amended claims 1 , 4, 
6 and 12, and added claims 13-23 to this application. It is believed that the 
amended claims specifically set forth each element of Applicant's invention in full 
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compliance with 35 U.S.C. § 112, and define subject matter that is patentably 

distinguishable over the cited prior art, taken individually or in combination. 

The primary reference to Janssen et al. teaches an illumination system for 

a video projector. Janssen et al. state, in the background and summary of the 

invention, column 1, lines 53-55: 

The present invention is directed towards providing an 
illumination system that has both increased brightness and 
increased contrast. 

Janssen et al. state, column 1 lines 65-68: 

The present invention is adapted to the unique geometry of the 
DMD system in order to increase the brightness of the system 
without adversely affecting the contrast of the system. 

The object of Janssen et al. is clearly described above. 

In Janssen et al., the means to achieve the objective is an "aperture means", 

which is claimed in claim 1, column 5, lines 55-60: 

aperture means disposed in said light path, said aperture 
means having a long dimension and a short dimension, said 
aperture means being oriented in the light path with said long 
dimension being disposed parallel to the pivot axis of the pixels 
of said light valve. 

The "aperture means" is shown in FIG. 5 of the cited document as reference 
numeral 92. 

The present invention teaches an illuminating system and method for 
improving asymmetric projection. Wherein, the objective for improving asymmetric 
projection is clearly described in paragraphs [0008] and [0009] as quoted below 
(please refer to FIG.4 of the present application): 

1) "...light beam 51, passing through the prism 30, obliquely impinges 
onto the light valve 10, a light spot 52 is formed thereon." 
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2) "Consequently, the light spot 52 is distorted due to the inclined 
incidence..." 

3) "The above-mentioned prior art has at least two drawbacks as follows: 
one reduces the uniform brightness of the light spot resulted from the 
unequal extension of two diagonals; the other causes the brightness 
loss on circumference of the light spot from the extension of the first 
diagonal L1 out of the light valve and results in decreasing the 
illumination efficiency." 

To overcome the drawbacks mentioned above, the means of the present application 

is generally described in paragraph [0010]: 

"...offsetting two asymmetric diagonals of the distorted light 
spot. By the use of an anamorphic surface unit of a projection 
system, the method will improves the asymmetric light spot 
resulted from the inclined incidence to achieve a more 
symmetric light spot." 

Therefore, the primary means of the present invention is the "anamorphic 
surface unit", which is difference from the "aperture means" or "asymmetric aperture 
means" of Janssen et al. The applicant would like to emphasize that the "aperture 
means" is a hollow structure while the "anamorphic surface unit" is not hollow. A 
hollow structure such as the "aperture means" could not achieve the same function 
of the "anamorphic surface unit" of the present invention, that is, offsetting the 
distortion of the light spot. 

In present application, the "anamorphic surface unit", which has different 

curvatures on a surface to offset the distortion of the light spot, could be an 

"anamorphic lens". The function of the anamorphic surface unit is described in 

paragraph [0024]: 

by means of the different amplifying rates due to the different 
curvature of the X-axis and the Y-axis, the length of the In- 
direction diagonal can be shortened to improve the asymmetric 
light spot on DMD 90 for achieving a more symmetric light spot 
54, shown in FIG. 5(C). 
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In Janssen et al., the function of "aperture unit" is described in column 2, lines 

9-12: 

If greater contrast enhancement is desired, the aperture can be 
further arranged so that it is narrower in the direction in which 
light is diffracted or scattered from the structure of the DMD. 

In other words, the function of the aperture unit in Janssen et al. is to avoid 
the "noise" light, which is mentioned as "specular beam 44" in the cited document. 

Thus, not only are the means distinguishable from the present application to 
the Janssen et al., the functions of the individual means are fundamentally different. 
It is very difficult to derive the present application from the cited document. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the independent claims (claims 1 and 1 3) 
of the previous communication are sufficiently distinguishable from the cited 
document. Janssen et al. do not teach an anamorphic surface unit which has 
different curvatures on one surface to offset the distortion of the light spot resulting 
from obliquely impinging. 

Although as noted by the Examiner in the outstanding Office Action, Janssen 
et al. mentions an "anamorphic lens", in column 5, linesl 7-1 8. However, in Janssen 
et al. there is only one sentence, "Anamorphic lenses may also be used to shape 
the illumination beam into an asymmetric shape.", relating to the anamorphic lenses 
without any other detail descriptions. Applicant respectfully submits that it would not 
be reasonable for one skilled in the art to One skilled in the art to learn the specific 
structure of the "anamorphic lens" or the structure as "different curvatures on one 
surface", which is mentioned in the present invention, from Janssen et al. 
Furthermore, the function of the anamorphic lens of the present invention is to 
achieve a more symmetric light spot, which is not taught by Janssen et al. 

Janssen et al. states, column 5, lines 48-54: 

a light valve disposed in said light path between said light 
source and said lens, said light valve having an array of 
pivotable reflective pixels, said pixels being pivoted about a 
pivot axis, said pixels reflecting light impinging thereon either 



16 



Serial No. 10/065,714 



into said lens or away from said lens to modulate light in 
accordance with video information input thereto. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Janssen et al. does not teach "which has 
different curvatures on one surface to offset the distortion of the light spot resulting 
from obliquely impinging", in column 5, lines 48-54, as stated by the Examiner on 
the bottom of page 3 of the outstanding Office Action. 

There appears to be another misunderstanding on page 5 of the outstanding 
Office Action. The second paragraph of page 5 states: 

"an anamorphic surface unit having an off-state in order to 
form non-overlapping elliptic light beams" 

The applicant would like to restate that in the present invention "off-state" is 
an operating situation of the inclinable mirror of the DMD, not belong to the 
"anamorphic surface unit". The definitions and introductions of "off-state", "on-state" 
and "flat-state" have been clearly discussed in paragraph [005] of the present 
application. Therefore, conclusion show above in italics must be resulting from a 
misunderstanding about the present application. To more clearly describe the 
present invention, the applicant has amended claims 4, 14, 16, 18, and 20. These 
amendments more clearly describe the relationship between the DMD and the "off- 
state", "on-state" and "flat-state". 

Janssen et al. do not teach at least one anamorphic surface unit having 
different curvatures on one surface to offset the distortion of the light spot resulting 
from obliquely impinging; nor do Janssen et al. teach the light valve is a Digital 
Micro-mirror Device (DMD) having an array of inclinable mirrors operated in a state 
selected from a group consisting of on-state, off-state, and flat-state. 

It is axiomatic in U.S. patent law that, in order for a reference to anticipate a 
claimed structure, it must clearly disclose each and every feature of the claimed 
structure. Applicant submits that it is abundantly clear, as discussed above, that 
Janssen et al. do not disclose each and every feature of Applicant's amended 
claims and, therefore, could not possibly anticipate these claims under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102. Absent a specific showing of these features, Janssen et al. cannot be said 
to anticipate any of Applicant's amended claims under 35 U.S.C. § 102. 
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Even if the teachings of Janssen et al., Kawano et al., and Peterson were 
combined, as suggested by the Examiner, the resultant combination does not 
suggest: at least one anamorphic surface unit having different curvatures on one 
surface to offset the distortion of the light spot resulting from obliquely impinging; nor 
does the combinations suggest the light valve is a Digital Micro-mirror Device (DMD) 
having an array of inclinable mirrors operated in a state selected from a group 
consisting of on-state, off-state, and flat-state. 

It is a basic principle of U.S. patent law that it is improper to arbitrarily pick 
and choose prior art patents and combine selected portions of the selected patents 
on the basis of Applicant's disclosure to create a hypothetical combination which 
allegedly renders a claim obvious, unless there is some direction in the selected 
prior art patents to combine the selected teachings in a manner so as to negate the 
patentability of the claimed subject matter. This principle was enunciated over 
40 years ago by the Court of Customs and Patent Appeals in In re Rothermel and 
Waddell . 125 USPQ 328 (CCPA 1960) wherein the court stated, at page 331: 

The examiner and the board in rejecting the 
appealed claims did so by what appears to us to be a 
piecemeal reconstruction of the prior art patents in the 
light of appellants 1 disclosure. ... It is easy now to 
attribute to this prior art the knowledge which was first 
made available by appellants and then to assume that 
it would have been obvious to one having the ordinary 
skill in the art to make these suggested reconstructions. 
While such a reconstruction of the art may be an 
alluring way to rationalize a rejection of the claims, it is 
not the type of rejection which the statute authorizes. 

The same conclusion was later reached by the Court of Appeals for the 
Federal Circuit in Orthopedic Equipment Company Inc. v. United States . 217 
USPQ 193 (Fed. Cir. 1983). In that decision, the court stated, at page 199: 

As has been previously explained, the available 
art shows each of the elements of the claims in suit. 
Armed with this information, would it then be 
non-obvious to this person of ordinary skill in the art to 
coordinate these elements in the same manner as the 
claims in suit? The difficulty which attaches to all 
honest attempts to answer this question can be 
attributed to the strong temptation to rely on hindsight 
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while undertaking this evaluation. It is wrong to use the 
patent in suit as a guide through the maze of prior art 
references, combining the right references in the right 
way so as to achieve the result of the claims in suit. 
Monday morning quarterbacking is quite improper when 
resolving the question of non-obviousness in a court of 
law. 

In In re Geiqer , 2 USPQ2d, 1276 (Fed.Cir. 1987) the court stated, at 
page 1278: 

We agree with appellant that the PTO has failed 
to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 
Obviousness cannot be established by combining the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed 
invention, absent some teaching suggestion or incentive 
supporting the combination. 

Applicant submits that there is not the slightest suggestion in either Janssen 
et al., Kawano et al., or Peterson that their respective teachings may be combined 
as suggested by the Examiner. Case law is clear that, absent any such teaching or 
suggestion in the prior art, such a combination cannot be made under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103. 

Neither Janssen et al., Kawano et al., nor Peterson disclose, or suggest a 
modification of their specifically disclosed structures that would lead one having 
ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Applicant's claimed structure. Applicant hereby 
respectfully submits that no combination of the cited prior art renders obvious 
Applicant's new claims. 

Regarding claims 21-23, even if the teachings of Janssen et al., Kawano et 
al., and Peterson were combined, as suggested by the Examiner, the resultant 
combination does not suggest: the light path traveling sequentially through the 
reflector, the converging lens, the color wheel, the integration rod, and the 
condenser lens before passing through the relay lens. 
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Summary 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant submits that this application is now in 
condition for allowance and such action is respectfully requested. Should any points 
remain in issue, which the Examiner feels could best be resolved by either a 
personal or a telephone interview, it is urged that Applicant's local attorney be 
contacted at the exchange listed below. 



TROXELL LAW OFFICE PLLC 
5205 Louisbourg Pike, Suite 1404 
Falls Church, Virginia 22041 
Telephone: 703 575-2711 
Telefax: 703 575-2707 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: April 20. 2006 




Bruce H. Troxell 
Reg. No. 26,592 
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